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evidence warrants prosecution affords a measure 
of protection against unfounded detention, we 
do not think prosecutorial judgment standing 
alone meets the requirements of the Fourth 


Amendment, ' 
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against the misuse of the law enforcement 
t Zeal in tracking down crime is not in 
itself an assurance of soberness of judgment. 


Disinterestedness in law enforcement does no*% 
alone prevent disregard of cherished liberties. 
Experience has therefore counseled that safe- 
guards must be provided against the dangers of 
the overzealous as well as the despotic, The 
awful instruments of the criminal law cannot be 
entrusted to a single functionary. The compli- 
cated process of criminal justice is therefore 
j different parts, responsibility for 
is separately vested in the various parti- 
cipants upon whom the criminal law relies for 
its vindication,” 
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fous financial situation may force him to abandon his 
right to defend, and compel him to arop the multiplicitous 
appeals now pending in the state and federal courts on 
sonstitutional grounds for want of foreseeable financial 
resources (96). We respectfully submit that the Court 
srred i:) holding that this did not constitute {rreparable 


injury comparable to that of Dombrowski v. Pfister, 380 
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The e juitable juris 
courts is defeated mnie by an adequa 
remedy available in said courts, It is not 
sufficient to defeat federal equity juris- 
iiction that there be a remedy 
the remedy at law must be plain, adequate, and 
complete; that is, it must be as complete and 
as efficient as the equitable remedy. In case 
of serious doubt as to the adequacy of the 
remedy at law, the fede 
Joubt in favor of their jurisdiction in equity; 
‘Underscoring ours, ) 


In Donovan Vv. Pennsylvania, 199 US 279, the supreme 


Court, citing Chicag General RK. Co. v. Chicago B & @ ie 


Co., 181 Ill. 605, 611, enunciated the applicable rule: 
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must be of sucn const and frequent re- 
currence that no soe or reasonable redress 
a court of law. 


Ol 


t+ ® 


at bar, a prosecutor should not be permit 


his own crimes of prosecutorial misconduct as to drown the 


>} natant 
eisvrom 


OF 


APPELLEE NADJARI'S EXTRAORDINARY 


SCONDUCT SHOCKING TO THE CONSCIENCE, 


bsS TO THE 


n m 
CLUUNLS. 


THE JUDGMENT OF THE DISTRICT COURT SHOULD BE 
REVERSED AND UPON THE CONCLUSIVELY DOCUMENTED FA 


Talsal 
PAUL 


S 
AR, THE INDICTMENT SHOULD BE DECLARED NULL AND 
VOID UNDER rt 


DUE PROCESS CLAUSE OF THE CONSTITUTION, 


Respectfully submitted, 
HERVEY & LEGUM, 
Attorneys for Appellant. 
160 Court Street, 
Brooklyn, New York 11241. 


by 
Counsel. 


NU OoODAUI 


Affidavit of lee Mail. JULIUS BLUMBERG, INC., LAW BLANK PUBLISHERS 
321 davit of Service by / BO EXCHANGE PLACE AT BROADWAY, NEW YORK 


Plaintiff , 


against AFFIDAVIT OF SERVICE 
BY MAIL 


Defendant . 


STATE OF NEW YORK, COUNTY OF SS.: 


, being duly sworn deposes and says that ~ he is 
the attorney for the above named 


herein. That © he is over years of age, is not a party to the action and resides at 
That on the day of ry » he served the within 


upon attorney for the above named 

by depositing a true copy of the same securely enclosed in < post-paid wrapper in the Post-Office—a 
Branch Post-Office—Station—Sub-Station—Finance Station—Letter Box—Mail CRate—-Omote} Deposi- 
tory maintained and exclusively controlled bv the United Statés at 


that being then the post-office of the attorney serving the same; directed to the said attorney 
for the ; at No. ; N. Y., that 
being the address within the state designated by h for that purpose, or the place where’ h 
then kept an office, between which places there then was and now is a regular communication by mail. 


Sworn to before me, this 
day of f, 


